Introduction
The use of electronic corpora has become widespread in many subfields of linguistics, and English, perhaps to some extent owing to its status as a lingua franca, has been the trailblazer in this methodology. The first widely used electronic corpus, the Brown corpus, compiled in the 1960s (see Kučera and Francis 1967) , comprised American English texts, and as the field has advanced over the last decades, many of the pioneering corpora have consisted of English material. Nowadays, there is an abundance of English corpora available, including corpora of different national varieties of English, learner English, English for specific purposes, and historical English. However, even though the selection of corpora is impressive and broad, the basic subject matter and the object of linguistic research, the English language, is a veritable leviathan to investigate, and there are still notable gaps in the coverage of the available corpora.
In recent years and decades, many corpora have been compiled which document different periods in the history of English. To name a few, the Helsinki Corpus of English Texts is one of the first historical corpora, covering the period from the 8 th century to the 18 th century; the Corpus of Early English Correspondence (CEEC) and later versions of it comprise letters from 1403-1800; the Corpus of Late Modern English Texts (CLMET; De Smet 2005) and its successors CLMETEV and CLMET3.0 include texts from 1710-1920; and the Old Bailey Corpus (OBC) consists of transcripts of the proceedings of the Old Bailey criminal court from 1720 to 1913. In addition to the aforementioned corpora, which document English spoken and written in the Old World, there are also corpora that cover material from the other main variety, American English. The largest of these is the 400-million-word Corpus of Historical American English (COHA; Davies 2010-) , which documents American English from 1810 to present day. Another corpus of historical American English is the Corpus of Early American English (Kytö 1994) , which comprises texts from the period 1620-1720, and some historical corpora such as the Corpus of Late Mod-ern British and American English Prose (COLMOBAENG; 1700-1879) also include American English to some extent. We should also mention ARCHER (A Representative Corpus of Historical English Registers), a multi-genre corpus which covers a chronologically impressive time span from 1600 to 1999 of both British and American English.
Even though the entire time span of American English is fairly well documented, there is a noteworthy gap in the chronological coverage of the available corpora. The critical period for the formation of the AmE variety, from the early 18 th century before the declaration of independence and the times following the declaration, is not consistently documented. For instance, in COLMOBAENG there is some material from the 18 th century, and in COHA there is material from 1810 onwards, but there is no single corpus that would cohesively document that formative period. While ARCHER does cover this particular period, its total number of words for American English for the entire time span from 1600 to 1999 is only around 1.34 million (as of version 3.2).
The present paper introduces a corpus which is an endeavor to fill the existing gap in the selection of American English corpora. The corpus is called the Corpus of Early American Literature (CEAL) and it includes texts from 1690-1920. The corpus is divided into three subperiods, CEAL1 (1690-1780), CEAL2 (1781 -1850 ), and CEAL3 (1851 -1920 , and the subperiods cover approximately 1.5, 5.7 and 6.3 million words, respectively (see Table 1 ). The compilation process and its challenges have been discussed in an earlier paper (Höglund and Syrjänen 2010) and will not be repeated in detail here. The aforementioned paper also outlines the historical events and circumstances that affected the formation of the new nation and with it the American English variety, and considers them in relation to the chronological subdivision of the corpus. publication years, authors and their birth and death years, and word counts. This is followed by a brief evaluation of the corpus in Section 3. Finally, Section 4 concludes the paper.
Structure and contents of CEAL
The compilation of CEAL was inspired by the CLMET, and the original idea was to create an American English counterpart of the British English CLMET for comparing linguistic phenomena in BrE and AmE. The compilation criteria outlined in De Smet (2005) served as a starting point for CEAL; during the process of compiling CEAL these criteria were gradually modified to be more applicable for AmE. In its final form, CEAL is more or less comparable with the CLMET, but criteria-wise these corpora are not in their final form as similar to each other as e.g. LOB, BLOB, F-LOB and CLOB are to the Brown, B-Brown, Frown and Crown corpora. The material for CEAL was retrieved from text repositories with open access and/or public domain material. The majority of the texts come from Project Gutenberg, with additional material from the American Studies Commons, Oxford Text Archive, and one text from the Bible Bulletin Board. The method used to collect the texts was very rudimentary and time-consuming, but also inclusive: all the English texts in the databases were manually browsed through, and suitable texts were then downloaded. While the bulk of the texts were available in plain text format, a handful of the texts only available in XML/ SGML or PDF were converted manually to plain text using freely available text conversion tools.
The text selection criteria were the following: the author of the text was born and educated on the new continent (or the author had a significant cultural/political influence there; see the discussion in Höglund and Syrjänen 2010: 439-440) , only full texts were included, and the word count per author was set to a maximum of 350,000 words. However, the total number of words for most of the authors in the corpus is less than 200,000. In addition, the relationship between the authors' birth year and the publication year(s) of their work was controlled in the same manner as in the CLMET (see Figure 1 ). This was done primarily to maximize the linguistic differences between the three subperiods. The effect of this method can be seen in Figure 2 ; most of the texts tend to concentrate towards the latter parts of the three subperiods. Also, in the figure texts whose publication spans multiple years have been marked according to their starting year of publication. Notably, each of the lines represents a publication year and not an individual author or a text, so the word count in this graph is occasionally higher than the per-author word limit of 350,000. The genre distribution between the three subperiods is somewhat uneven. The original aim was to collect mostly fiction texts in order to make CEAL as comparable with the CLMET as possible, but due to historical realities, it proved not to be possible. Whereas for CEAL2 and CEAL3 there is relatively much fictive material available in the text repositories, for the CEAL1 period, spanning between the late 17 th century and 1780, there is not much fiction around that would be native to the American continent, as the compilation criteria stipulated. Apparently, the main problem is not so much the availability of the online material (although much less AmE material is available from the CEAL 1 period than the other periods), but the fact that, at that time, people on the new conti-nent were hardly writing any fiction of their own. Consequently, almost all of the texts currently included in CEAL1 are political writings, correspondence, journals, and religious texts. In CEAL2 the amount of fiction rises considerably; approximately 42 per cent of the texts are fictive prose. However, still more than half of the texts in CEAL2 are (auto)biographies, political and religious texts, journals, and other non-fiction texts. Lastly, CEAL3 consists almost solely of fictive texts; non-fiction covers only about 7 per cent of the subcorpus.
Regarding the timespan of CEAL2 and especially CEAL3, there was much material available in the text repositories, and we wanted to include many different styles of texts: colloquial style (e.g. David Crockett), complex style (e.g. Henry James), and texts that represent different vernaculars (e.g. F. Norris's McTeague; Grey's Riders of the Purple Sage), and texts by both male and female authors. The aim was to include as large a variety of styles as possible within the limits of the corpus. Also, if there were several books available by one author, we chose the author's early as well as late works.
The texts that are available in the online repositories from which the texts for CEAL were retrieved have not been uploaded with linguistic research in mind. This means that there is no guarantee that the texts follow the original spelling and form of the source text precisely. For some texts there are multiple versions available, with varying levels of accuracy; for instance, some digitized texts are accompanied by a transcriber's notes section showing the changes made to the original text during digitization. When compiling the corpus, whenever there was an opportunity to make a choice between two or more editions of the same work, we chose the one that we judged to be closest to the original (see the case of Franklin's letters below).
Some editing was done to the texts during the compilation process. For example, in some cases we included only parts of the larger collections of texts that were available by taking only the texts by a certain author from a larger work covering several writers. This was done, for instance, with The Diplomatic Correspondence of the American Revolution series of books, from which we only included correspondence by specific authors that fit the compilation criteria (e.g. from volume 7 only John Jay's correspondence was included). Since especially the first subcorpus includes a considerable number of small text sources with potentially overlapping passages (such as separate works covering letters from the same author), we also checked the subcorpora for duplicate texts or redundant passages using an automatic ad hoc approach, which involved replacing line breaks from each text with spaces and slicing the resulting text into 50-character strings, each of which was searched from all the other texts in the subcorpus. This approach worked surprisingly well, helping us identify, for example, various letters by Benjamin Franklin that were included in two volumes of his writings (Memoirs vol. 2 and Letters) but edited in a different way. The duplicate texts were compared to pictures of Franklin's original writings found online, and we decided to keep the letters in Letters, as they seemed to be closer to the originals (for example, they retained Franklin's original spelling of the past participle: suppos 'd, concern'd) . Of course, this means that the rest of Memoirs, both volumes, which are more heavily edited, are still included in the corpus. Keeping this in mind, we would not recommend using the corpus for research on linguistic phenomena that are susceptible to editing, such as spelling, punctuation, and so forth. On the other hand, we see that other phenomena such as grammar, syntax, vocabulary and semantics are not as likely to have been altered by editors, and are better subjects of investigation using CEAL. Table 2 lists the texts that are included in CEAL. The table also includes the publication year of each text, the names of the authors and their years of birth and death, and the word counts for both individual texts and authors. 
Evaluation
In this section we will briefly assess CEAL in terms of its contents and, to some extent, usefulness for linguistic research. One challenge in the evaluation of CEAL is that there is no comparable corpus that could act as a point of reference. This means that, in order to evaluate the quality of CEAL, we can either compare it to corpora from other time periods and varieties (Section 3.1), explore its internal composition by cross-comparing the subcorpora (Section 3.2) or use it to study different phenomena in language and thereby indirectly judge its usefulness (Section 3.3). As the present paper is not a research paper but an introductory article to the corpus, the evaluations presented below are fairly straightforward. 
Comparison with other corpora
Evaluating the overall representativeness of CEAL in relation to other corpora is not without difficulties. If the CEAL data looks different from the other corpora, it might be either (a) because AmE 1690-1920 is simply different, or (b) because CEAL is unbalanced and/or biased. In order to minimize this issue when comparing with other corpora, we use corpora that are as close as possible to CEAL time-and variety-wise, and/or parameters that have been observed to remain more or less stable across time periods and varieties. The concordancer that was used for the searches was the freely available AntConc (Anthony 2014) . First, the most frequent words in CEAL were compared with the most frequent words in the CLMETEV, and the Brown and Frown corpora. The CLME-TEV was chosen because it covers the same time span as CEAL, and Brown and Frown were chosen because they represent American English. The results are presented in Table 3 : As can be seen in Table 3 , the lists are generally very similar, sharing most of the words, and with the six most frequent tokens given in the same order. The proportions seem to be similar as well. Of course it has to be borne in mind that Brown and Frown include a variety of text types, while CEAL and the CLME-TEV mostly cover fiction, personal letters and so forth, which, for instance, explains the relatively high frequency of the first person singular pronoun I in them. Nevertheless, these results indicate that CEAL, as a whole, consists of what might be referred to as 'typical' language, without any major divergences.
Comparison across the subcorpora
In addition to the overall word frequency, we wanted to see the situation in the three subcorpora. The wordlists from CEAL1, CEAL2 and CEAL3 are presented in Table 4 : Table 4 displays more variation in the top-20 lists of words than Table 3 , which might be expected, considering the different proportions of fiction and non-fiction texts in the three parts of the corpus. Nevertheless, the lists feature mostly the same words as the lists in Table 3 , which is again seen as a sign of what might be considered 'typical' language.
Practical application
The corpus has already been piloted in linguistic research; Höglund (2014) used the work-in-progress version of CEAL in his doctoral dissertation to study the development of the tough construction (John is easy to please) in the past three centuries. In Höglund's study, CEAL1, with its modest size of 1.5M words, proved to be too small to investigate the fairly infrequent tough construction, but the larger CEAL2 and CEAL3 provided enough material for the research. The CEAL data was compared to the data from the CLMETEV, and the comparison showed quite nicely, for instance, that the tough construction began to be used more first in BrE around the early 19 th century, and that AmE followed the trend in the late 19 th century. In addition, the passive tough construction (John is easy to be pleased) was observed to follow the same pattern but in the other direction: it was falling into disfavor earlier in BrE than in AmE (Höglund 2014: 76-77) . This type of change seems to be in accordance with earlier observations about 'colonial lag' (see Rohdenburg and Schlüter (2009) 
Conclusion
The present paper has introduced a new resource for linguistic research that has not been previously available: the Corpus of Early American Literature (CEAL). Before CEAL, corpus material from the 18 th century written on the new continent was hardly available. The corpus covers a little over 200 years of texts, a period that includes the formation in the 18 th century of the variety now known as American English, as well as its further development in the 20 th century. That is, CEAL makes it possible to trace the development and formation of American English as a variety in its own right. Another advantage of CEAL is that the data can be fairly easily compared to the CLMETEV, which includes British English, as the two corpora are more or less comparable in terms of timespan, size, and compilation criteria.
It is our belief that the vast amount of text material that has been released through online repositories and endeavors for open access is massively beneficial for the study of English, which continuously needs larger and more specialized corpora with which to shed light on linguistic phenomena. All the material made available online has also made the compilation of corpora such as CEAL more accessible for linguists in general. In its current form, CEAL remains a fairly modest corpus when it comes to size, but one which helps form a more complete picture of the history and development of American English.
Availability and disclaimer
The corpus introduced in this article, CEAL, can be compiled by anyone by using the instructions and the text repositories mentioned, and downloading the texts in the content list. CEAL can also be obtained more easily by contacting one of the compilers. The usual disclaimers apply: the compilers are not responsible for the accuracy of the individual texts, and it is solely the responsibility of the user of the corpus to evaluate the authenticity of the texts and the suitability of the corpus for her/his research. 
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